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that deleting the Texas (TEX) station from the MSFN would
have a negligible impact on the ability of tne network to
receive data from the Skylab cluster (interest in deleting

the Texas station is prompted by budget problems). This
memorandum addresses tne impact of deleting the Texas station
on the rendezvous portions of tne Skylab mission. In particu-
lar, it is shown that tne rendezvous profile would have to be
changed from what is currently planned and the shortest (five
orbit) rendezvous capapility would be lost.

The current rendezvous profile for SL-2, 3, and 4
restricts the first phasing maneuver (NCl) to occur on the
cecond apogee after inseriicn, regaidless of M uwuwber (revolu-
tion on which rendezvous occurs). Figure 1 shows the tracking
coverage for the nominal SL-2 launch from insertion to just
past the NCl1l maneuver. With minor variations, this is the
tracking available for the NC1l maneuver computatiocns regardless
of M number or whether the mission is SL-2, 3, or 4.*

At a recent data priority meeting (Reference 2), it
was specified that the CSM and OWS state vector computations
will be based on the tracking obtained during the Texas pass
shown in Figure 1. These data will then be uplinked to the
command module computer via the next Madrid (MAD) pass. Should
Texas be eliminated from the MSFN, there will not be sufficient
tracking data available for the ground to compute a sufficiently
accurate NC1 maneuver. Thus, if the present rendezvous profile
is to be retained, the Texas station should be kept in the net-
work, at least for the rendezvous phases of the Skylab missions.

In the event Texas were deleted from the MSFN for
fiscal reasons, one alternative would be to return to the
previous rendezvous profile. In the previous profile, NC1l
occurs on the third and fourth apogees (after CSM insertion)
for M=6 and 7 respectively. Even without both Texas and Guaymas,
there is sufficient tracking to compute a good NCl solution for

(1 & the M=6 and 7 opportunities (Reference 3). The M=5 opportunities
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th\-ll£L2§:§ *Since this data was generated, Guaymas (GYM) has been

dropped from the MSFN.
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would have to be eliminated as NC1l is scheduled for the
second apogee after CSM insertion (same as the present
profile). This would reduce the total number of CSM launch
opportunities for SL-2, but not the number of days on which
SL-2 could be launched (Reference 3)., The effect of elimi-
nating all M=5 opportunities on the number of available
launch days for SL-3 and SL-4 has not been determined. It
is possible that the number of available launch days would
be smaller for these missions.

4.2, Apite.
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